In a recent essay, S anchez-Amaro and Amici (2015) reviewed evidence in support of biological market theory (BMT) in primates. Since the pioneering work by No€ e (1990 , 1992 No€ e, van Schaik, & van Hoof, 1991) , and Barrett and colleagues (Barrett, Gaynor, & Henzi, 2002; Barrett, Henzi, Weingrill, Lycett, & Hill, 1999) , several studies have looked for and found evidence of BMT in a variety of primate species, from lemurs (Norscia, Antonacci, & Palagi, 2009; Port, Clough, & Kappeler, 2009 ) to monkeys (Fruteau, Lemoine, Hellard, van Damme, & No€ e, 2011; Gumert, 2007; Tiddi, Aureli, & Schino, 2012) and apes (Kaburu & NewtonFisher, 2015a , 2015b Koyama, Caws, & Aureli, 2012; NewtonFisher & Lee, 2011) . With an increasingly large number of studies, a review such as the one by S anchez-Amaro and Amici (2015) would be warmly welcome as a timely summary of the evidence for BMT, and an indication of future directions. The authors identify four areas of interest and usefully highlight some potential issues with BMT, for example where free trading is compromised by extortion or the need for comparable methods across studies. However, while their aims may be laudable, we feel there are particular flaws in some of their arguments and some misrepresentation of cited literature that we would like to correct:
TIME FRAMES
One of the strengths of this review is to highlight our general ignorance regarding the time frame over which animals exchange or reciprocate behaviour. However, the authors misunderstand BMT in suggesting that it predicts only 'short and finite relationships between different classes of individuals' (p. 51), and in arguing that it is difficult to reconcile such short-term interactions with the evidence of long-term relationships in primates. While the authors are right when they state that 'so far, most authors have assumed that primates exchange commodities on a very short-term basis' (p. 52), this itself was not due to a prediction of BMT but instead was a practical solution to a lack of a priori knowledge of the relevant time frame for reciprocation. This is why many studies have looked at grooming reciprocity within bouts (Barrett et al., 1999; Manson, David Navarrete, Silk, & Perry, 2004; NewtonFisher & Lee, 2011) . However, this does not mean that the presence of unreciprocated bouts cannot be explained under a BMT framework (by definition, grooming that is traded for some other commodity is not reciprocated in kind), or that BMT predicts only within-bout grooming reciprocity, as S anchez-Amaro and Amici (2015) suggest. The authors further conflate the time frames over which exchanges occur with the contingencies that influence variation in such exchanges: 'individuals with looser bonds (e.g. rarely grooming each other) might show more contingency-based exchanges, while individuals with stronger bonds might reciprocate over longer time frames ' (p. 53) . Although S anchez-Amaro and
